Jewish situation, in which only the husband was normally permitted to institute divorce.
The AS ν has also set vv. lla-b between dashes. This probably reflects the opinion of some commentators, such as H. Baltensweiler, 8 who regard these clauses as a Pauline insert into the charge of the Lord, which is thus only to be identified with vv. 10c and lie. Paul's insert would be an explication of the charge about divorce itself in terms of subsequent marriage with another person. Since, as we shall see below, other forms of the prohibition do refer to subsequent marriage as well as to divorce, I prefer to regard v. lla-b as a reflection of what was in the original saying, although the present formulation may indeed be Pauline.
As H. Conzelmann has put it, "the regulation is absolute." 9 Neither husband nor wife is to be divorced from the other; if the woman should be divorced, she should remain agamos, "unmarried," or be reconciled. As D. L. Dungan has stated, "It is clear that one of the things this word of the Lord means to Paul is that it forbids additional marriages after divorce^ 10 But he also interprets Paul's words in the passage to mean that Paul "permits the divorce if it has taken place."
n He finds that "PauVs application is in flat contradiction to the command of the Lord, which is a strict prohibition of divorce."
12 One wonders, however, whether this is really a Pauline "permission" or a mere concession to a factual situation, perhaps reported to him from the Corinthian commu nity. In any case, Paul's attitude in v. 10 is unqualified and envisages no further marriage for the woman after the divorce. It stands in contrast to what he sets forth-he himself, not the Lord 13 -in vv. 12-15 about the believing woman who is "not bound" (ou dedoulòtaì) if an unbelieving husband separates from her.
Lk 16:18
An equally absolute prohibition of divorce is found in an isolated dominical saying of Jesus in Lk 16:18. A slightly modified form of it stands the best chance of being regarded as the most primitive form of the sayings about divorce in the NT. In its present form it runs as follows: 
12
Ibid., p. 93. 13 The different terms used by Paul in his counsels in 1 Cor 7 are important and should be noted: "I wish" (7:7, 32); "I say" (7:8, 35); "my opinion" (7:25, 40); "I order" (7:17); the Lord "charges" (7:10, 25). On these terms see Baltensweiler, Die Ehe, p. 188; W. Schräge, Die konkreten Einzelgebote in der paulinischen Paränese (Gütersloh: Mohn, 1961) pp.
241-49.
1Sa Pas ho apolyön ten gynaika autou lsb kai gamón heteran moicheuei, l8c kai ho apolelymenên apo andros gamón moicheuei.
18a
Everyone who divorces his wife 18b and marries another commits adultery, 18c and he who marries a woman divorced from her husband commits adultery (RSV).
This form of the dominical saying is a declaratory legal statement which is reminiscent of OT casuistic law.
14 It is related to the saying preserved in Mt 5:32 (minus the exceptive phrase) and is derived from the common source "Q."
15 In its present Lucan form the saying is not only a prohibition of divorce but a judgment about a husband's marriage after the divorce, relating both to adultery, proscribed by OT legislation (in the Decalogue, Ex 20:14; Dt 5:18; and elsewhere, Lv 20:10; Dt 22:22; cf. Lk 18:20 and Jn 7:53-8:11 [the latter implies that Dt 22:22 was still regarded as in force]). The Lucan form of the saying differs from the Pauline in that the subsequent marriage mentioned is that of the man, whereas in 1 Cor 7 it is the woman's subsequent marriage.
The phrase in Lk 16:18b, kai gamón heteran, "and marrying another," has been regarded as an addition made by Luke to what is otherwise the original form of the saying. 16 Since, however, that phrase is present in other forms of the prohibition, whether it be the Pauline form or the Synoptic forms (Mk 10:11; Mt 19:9), it is almost certainly part of the original prohibition.
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The phrase in Lk 16:18c, apo andros, is missing in Codex Bezae; this variant is in itself insignificant, but its omission may represent the more original form of the saying. 18 Indeed, the whole third part of the saying (18c) may be only an extension of the first part (18a-b). It was probably found in the "Q" source, since it is also present in Mt 5:32b. 19 But whether it actually 14 formed part of the original prohibition may be debated, since it is not hinted at in Paul or Mark. When all is said and done, the chances are the most primitive form of the logion is preserved here in Lk 16:18a-b, possibly with 18c (but without apo andros): "Everyone who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery (and he who marries a divorced woman commits adultery)."
What should be noted here is that the prohibition is cast completely from the OT or Jewish point of view, commenting on the action of the husband who would divorce his wife and marry again (or who would marry a divorced woman). Underlying it are the notions of the wife as the chattel of the husband, implied in such passages as Jer 6:12, Gn 31:15, Nm 30:10-14, and of the OT allowance of divorce to the husband (Dt 24:1-4). What is new is the branding of the man's action as adulterous. Though Paul's form of the prohibition is the earliest preserved, it represents a certain development beyond what seems to be the more primitive form of the prohibition preserved here in Luke.
Mt 5:31-32
The isolated dominical saying about divorce in "Q" has become part of the and whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery (RSV).
Whereas v. 31a forms Matthew's stereotyped introduction to the saying, marked with his characteristic errethê de, a shortened form of similar earlier formulas (vv. 21a, 27a) or of those that follow (vv. 33a, 38a, 43a) , v. 31b (hos an apolysë ten gynaika autou, doto autê apostasion, "whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a writ of divorce") purports to quote Dt 24:1 in part, but it is not a verbatim quotation of the so-called LXX. 22 The sense of the quotation, however, is clear and provides the basis of the antithesis. The Matthean form of the prohibition of divorce recorded here differs from Lk 16:18, not only because of the added exceptive phrase parektos logou porneias, but in two other ways: (a) it lacks the second phrase, Lk 16:18b, kai gamón heteran; and (6) it relates divorce itself, and not divorce and subsequent marriage, to adultery. Whereas the Lucan form of the saying also expresses a judgment about the husband's subsequent marriage, the Matthean form regards divorce itself as the cause of adultery (poiei autên moicheuthê-nai, lit., "makes her to be adultered"). This is, I suspect, a Matthean reformulation of the original "Q" saying, which is found in a more primitive form in Lk 16:18a-b. One reason for regarding the Matthean form as a reformulation is the immediate context in the Sermon on the Mount, where in v. 27 Jesus' antithesis equates even the lustful look of a man at a woman with adultery, an antithesis that lacks a parallel in either Mark or Luke. Hence it is most likely Matthew who relates divorce itself to adultery. 23 Once again, the prohibition is stated from the viewpoint of the man, as in the Lucan form of the saying.
Mk 10:2-12
This passage dealing with divorce is composite. The first part (vv. 2-9) is a pronouncement-story or Streitgespräch, which, having quoted Gn 1:27 and 2:24, ends with the apophthegm "What therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder." It is addressed to Pharisees who have asked him whether "it is lawful for a man to divorce his wife" 22 In the LXX Dt 24:1 runs thus: Ean de tis labe gynaika kai synoikësê autê, kai estai eon më heure charin enantion autou, hoti heuren en autê aschêmon pragma, kai grapsei autê biblion apostasiou kai dasei eis tas cheiras autês kai exapostelei autên ek tes oikias autou..., "If someone takes a wife and lives with her, and it happens that (lit., if) she does not find favor before him, because he (has) found in her (some) disgraceful deed (or thing), and he writes her a writ of divorce and puts it into her hands and sends her out of his house. (v. 2). But joined to this pronouncement-story is a dominical saying, addressed to disciples later on in a house (vv. 10-12) In the pronouncement recorded in v. 9 the third person negative imperative is used and it formulates absolutely Jesus' prohibition of divorce itself. It involves God Himself in the matter, and has sometimes been said to echo a view of marriage that is otherwise found in Tob 6:18 (LXX ß Vshe was destined for you from eternity"). It is a pronouncement that is not based on Dt 24:1, about which the Pharisees had inquired, but rather on Gn 1:27 and 2:24.
24
The dominical saying of vv. 11-12 is again a declaratory legal statement similar to and related to the "Q" saying of Lk 16:18 and Mt 5:32. As in the "Q" statement, it expresses a judgment about divorce and subsequent marriage, which are viewed from the man's standpoint and regarded as adulterous.
Three things, however, are to be noted about the saying, (a) The reading of v. 12a given above is that of Sinaiticus and Vaticanus (preferred by Nestle and Aland). But there are two other forms of the verse that are attested.
25 (b) V. lid as given above includes the words ep' autën; it thus specifies that the divorce and subsequent marriage are an act of adultery "against her." This would seem extraordinary from the Jewish point of view. Indeed, this is probably the reason why it is omitted in some mss. 26 The explicative addition, which makes Jesus' words express the fact that adultery against a woman is something now to be considered. 27 (c) V. 12 is a further Marcan extension of the first logion, introduced t® suit the contingencies of Gentile Christian communities in areas where Roman and Greek law prevailed and where a woman was permitted to divorce her husband. 28 The Evangelist Mark has thus extended the logion to a new situation, whereas it was originally formulated in terms of the usual OT understanding of the marriage bond, in which only the man-as ba'al-was able to divorce his wife, although we know that divorce was envisaged as a possibility at least for Jewish women living in the military colony at Elephantine in Egypt in the fifth century B.C. A number of Aramaic marriage contracts from that place mention it explicitly.
29 But the evidence for such a practice in Palestine itself is meager indeed, almost nonexistent.
30
Hence the composite Marcan form of the divorce pericope contains two forms of the prohibition of divorce attributed to Jesus, both of them unqualified. There is one aspect of the pericope-the intelligibility of the Pharisees' question-which will be discussed below.
Mt 19:3-9
Closely related to Mk 10:2-12 is the similar pericope of Mt 19:3-9. 31 In fact, Matthew has derived it from his "Marcan" source, but he has Aside from the exceptive phrase, to which I shall return, the first saying (v. 6) repeats the absolute prohibition of divorce that is found in Mark, and the second takes over only that which would suit Matthew's Jewish-Christian concerns.
The real problem with this interpretation of Mt 19:3-9 is that it presupposes the Two-Source Theory of Synoptic relationships, at least a modified form of it.
32 Some commentators, who admit such a solution to the Synoptic problem in general, think at times that the episode preserved here is more primitive than its counterpart in Mk 10 and that the Evangelist was here dependent on a tradition independent of Mark and actually more primitive than the Marcan source (e.g., "M"). 
36

Matthean Exceptive Phrases
The major problem in the Gospel divorce texts is the Matthean exceptive phrases. On the one hand, the judgmental saying in Mt 5:32 relates divorce itself to adultery (and not simply divorce with remarriage, as in Mk 10:11, Mt 19:9, Lk 16:18) and levels its accusation against the man.
37 On the other hand, the prohibition of divorce is accompanied by an exceptive phrase in both Matthean passages: parektos logouporneias, "except in the matter of porneia" (5:32), and mê epi porneiâ, "except for porneia" (19:9).
38 Though the phrases differ in their formulation, they both have to be understood as expressing an exception. Three aspects of the problem which these exceptive phrases create have to be distinguished, (a) Are they possibly part of the authentic logion? Attempts have been made to maintain that the Matthean exceptive phrases go back to Jesus himself, or at least that they are part of the primitive form of the prohibition. 40 However, few critical commentators would go along with such a solution today. There are two main reasons for their reluctance: (i) the greater difficulty in explaining how the more absolute forms of the prohibition in Paul, Mark, and Luke would then have arisen (especially difficult in Cor 7:10: to think that Paul would so record the absolute, unqualified form of the prohibition as a saying of the Kyrios in a context in which he himself makes an exception); 41 (ii) the tendency otherwise attested in Maithew of adding things to the sayings of Jesus (e.g., two extra petitions in the Our Father 42 These two considerations make it almost certain that the exceptive phrases stem from the pen of the Evangelist, faced with a problem to resolve in the community for which he was writing. 43 ft) What is meant by porneia? Elsewhere in Matthew the word occurs only in 15:19, where it is listed among other evil machinations of the human mind, "murder, adultery, fornication" (RSV), lined up side-byside with moicheia, "adultery," and obviously distinct from it. Etymologically, it means "prostitution, harlotry, whoredom," being an abstract noun related to porne, "harlot," and to the verb porneuein, "to act as a harlot." Generally speaking, it means "fornication," but, as BauerArndt-Gingrich note, it is actually used "of every kind of unlawful sexual intercourse." 44 43 This is the conclusion of many NT interpreters today-in fact, of so many that it is useless to try to document it; but see, e.g., Delling, "Das Logion," p. Mk 7:21-22, 1 Cor 6:9, Heb 13:4, it is used of a variety of sexual activity: 1 Cor 5:1 (incest), 6:13 (prostitution), 2 Cor 12:21 (parallel to akatharsia and aselgeia); see further Col 3:5 and Eph 5:3. 45 In Acts 15:20, 29 (cf. 21:25) porneia is used, however, in a specific sense, since it is lined up with several dietary tabus, 46 which early Gentile Christians, living in close contact with Jewish Christians (i.e., in predominantly JewishChristian communities), were being asked to avoid: "what has been sacrificed to idols, blood, and what is strangled." The letter of James to the local churches of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia forbids, in fact, four of the things proscribed by the Holiness Code of Lv 17-18, not only for "any man of the house of Israel" but also for "the strangers that sojourn among them" (ûmin haggêr 'âser yâgûr bëtôkâm, 17:8). These were the meat offered to idols (Lv 17:8-9), the eating of blood (Lv 17:10-12), the eating of strangled, i.e., not properly butchered, animals (Lv 17:15; cf. Ex 22:31), and intercourse with close kin obviously speaking about something that he would in effect be equating with adultery; so it seems that he is speaking about something different from adultery.
50 By another group of commentators the word is understood in the generic sense of prostitution or harlotry, as it seems to be used in most of the Pauline passages quoted above. This meaning, while not impossible, would be imposing on the word a predominantly Pauline and Hellenistic meaning in a passage which may have more Palestinian and Jewish concerns.
51 A third group of interpreters prefer to use the specific meaning of porneia that is used in Acts 15:20, 29, 52 understanding it to mean illicit marital unions within the degrees of kinship proscribed by Lv 18:6-18. This is preferred because of the Jewish-Christian problem envisaged in Acts 15 and the concerns of the Matthean Gospel itself. Of these three main positions 53 I think that the last-mentioned is the one to be preferred, since there is now further evidence from Qumran literature to support it. This will be seen in Part 2. seeking to resolve a casuistic problem in early Jewish-Christian communities. The destinataires of the Matthean Gospel were a mixed community, predominantly Jewish-Christian, and one of its purposes was precisely to explain to them the sense of the Christian message and why it was that the Gentile Christians were taking over the kingdom preached in it. 54 But another aspect of the exceptive phrases was undoubtedly to handle the situation of Gentiles who were coming into it and already found themselves in the marital condition proscribed for Jews by Lv 18:6-18. Just as the letter of James enjoined certain matters on the Gentile Christians of the local churches of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia, so Matthew's exceptive phrases solve a problem for Gentile Christians living in the same community with Jewish Christians, who were still observing Mosaic regulations.
Greek Words for Divorce in the NT
The last preliminary remark has to do with the Greek words for "divorce" which are used in the various NT passages dealing with it. The diversity of vocabulary for it is surprising, and attempts to solve some of the foregoing problems have often involved strained explanations of the vocabulary itself. Hence a need to clarify certain matters.
Paul uses 62 The significance of this use of apolyein, then, should not be missed, since Moulton and Milligan were unable to give any instances of its use in the sense of "divorce" in the Greek papyri on which they based their famous study of NT Greek vocabulary. 63 Finally, it should be noted that whereas Mk 10:4, Mt 5:32, and Mt 19:7 quote Dt 24:1, as if the Greek translation of the latter had the verb apolyein, it is not found in our present-day Greek texts of Deuteronomy, which rather have exapostelei, "he shall send (her) away," translating exactly the Hebrew wësillëhâh.
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Now, against the background of these preliminary remarks, we may turn to the material from the Qumran scrolls and related texts which shed some first-century Palestinian light on the NT divorce texts and on those of Matthew in particular.
THE QUMRAN MATERIAL
The usual impression that one gets from commentaries and discussions of the NT divorce texts is that Jesus was making a radical break with the Palestinian tradition before him, and this is used in a variety of ways to bear on various details mentioned in the preliminary remarks. I shall cite only one modern author who has formulated such an impression: ... Jesus' absolute prohibition of divorce is something quite new in relation to the view of marriage which prevailed in contemporary Judaism. Neither in the O.T., 61 known as a Doppelurkunde, "double document," because the same text of the contract was written twice, and the upper form of it (scriptura interior) was folded over and sealed, while the lower form (scriptura exterior) was left visible for ready consultation. In case of a dispute over the wording, the seals of the upper part could always be broken and the texts compared to make sure that the scriptura exterior had not been tampered with. In this instance the scriptura interior contains the identical formula (lines 13-15) . 63 The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament, pp. 66-67. The word does turn up in this sense in later Greek literature. M See n. 22 above.
the rabbinic literature nor the Qumran documents do we find any condemnation of divorce as such. Thus Jesus was not influenced in his view of divorce by any Jewish group.
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So writes a modern author. His impression may seem to be confirmed by an ancient writer too; for in presenting a summary of Mosaic legislation, Josephus interprets Dt 24:1-4 (Ant, 4.8.23 §253) and openly acknowledges that a man "who desires to be divorced (diazeuchthênai) from the wife who is living with him for whatsoever cause (kath y hasdèpotoun aitias)-and with mortals many such may arise-must certify in writing that he will have no further intercourse with her." Again, in telling the story of the divorce initiated by Salome, the sister of Herod the Great, in separating from Costobarus, whom Herod had appointed governor of Idumea, he stressed that she sent him a writ dissolving their marriage (apolyomenê ton gamori), "which was not in accordance with Jewish law (ou kata tous Ioudaiön nomous), for it is (only) the man who is permitted by us to do this" (Ant. 15.7.10 §259). 66 Here Josephus clearly admits the possibility of divorce in accordance "with the laws of the Jews," although his main concern was the question of a Jewish woman's right to divorce her husband. Jerusalem. In some mysterious, as yet unrevealed, way the Temple Scroll came into the possession of the Department of Antiquities in Israel and was entrusted to Y. Yadin for publication. So far the full text of the scroll has not been published, but Yadin has released a preliminary report on it 68 and has published a few lines of it which bear on texts in the Qumran corpus that are well known and controverted. 89 He has also revealed that the Temple Scroll deals in general with four topics: (1) halakic regulations about ritual cleanness, derived from the Pentateuch, but presented with many additions, deletions, and variations; (2) a list of sacrifices and offerings to be made according to different feasts; (3) details for the building of the Jerusalem temple-the longest part, occupying more than half of the 28-foot scroll, from which the name of it has been accordingly derived; and (4) statutes for the king and the army. 70 Yadin also tells us that God is depicted in the scroll speaking in the first person singular and issuing decrees, and he concludes that the author of the text apparently wanted his readers to consider it virtually as Torah. The fourth section of the scroll, setting forth the statutes, begins with a direct quotation of Dt 17:14-17, the passage which instructs Israel to set up as king over it one "whom the Lord your God will choose, one from among your brethren" and which ends with the prohibition "He shall not multiply wives for himself lest his heart turn away; nor shall he greatly multiply for himself silver and gold" (17: And he shall not take in addition to her another wife, for she alone shall be with him all the days of her life; and if she dies, he shall take for himself another (wife).
Over against this rather widespread impression one has to consider two Qumran texts which bear on the topic. One was only recently made known, and the interpretation of it is not difficult; the other has been known for a long time and is difficult to interpret but the light that is
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The first regulation clearly precludes polygamy (probably echoing Dt 17:17), but the reason that is further added makes it clear that the king is not to divorce his wife: "for she alone (lëbaddâh) shall be with him all the days of her life." Thus the Temple Scroll goes beyond Dt 17:17, which forbids polygamy, and proscribes divorce as well. It may be objected that this is a regulation for the "king" (melek of Dt 17:14) and that it does not envisage the commoner. But the principle behind such legislation is-to paraphrase an ancient dictum-quod non licet Ioui, non licet bovi; and it has been invoked apropos of other texts by other writers. 72 Moreover, as we shall see below, what was legislated for the king in Dt 17:17 is explicitly applied by extension to a nonregal authority-figure in the Qumran community. Again, if Yadin's opinion cited above about the intention of the author of the Temple Scroll, that he wanted it to be regarded virtually as Torah, is valid, then the regulations in it were undoubtedly to be normative for all for whom it was a virtual Torah.
Here, then, we find a clear prohibition of divorce in a first-century Palestinian Jewish text. True, it may reflect the ideas of the sectarian Jews who formed the Qumran community, normally regarded as Essenes.
73 It may also be a view that was in open opposition to what is usually regarded as the Pharisaic understanding of the matter. To this I shall return later.
Another text which bears on the same topic is the much-debated passage in the Damascus Document (CD 4:12b-5:14a). It has been known for a long time, having first come to light among the fragments that S. Schechter recovered from the Genizah of the Ezra Synagogue of Old Cairo in 1896 and that he published in 1910.
74 It has at times been 
Scroll, it needs to òe àìscusseà anew.
Fragments of the Damascus Document, as it is commonly called today because of the regulations that it contains for community camps in "Damascus," have been found in various Qumran caves; some of these have been published, but the vast majority of them (from Qumran Cave IV) still await publication. Some of these fragments make it clear that earlier forms of the Damascus Document existed and that it has a considerable literary and compilatory history. The form to which we are accustomed, in mss. of the tenth and twelfth centuries A.D., is obviously a composite document. Fragments of cols. 4 and 5 are preserved in the Qumran Cave IV material, but unfortunately none of them contains the lines in which the controverted text from the Cairo Genizah is found. This is merely the result of the poor state of preservation of the Cave IV fragments, and there is no reason to think that cols. 4 and 5 read any differently in the Qumran texts than they do in the copy from the Cairo Genizah.
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The text of the Damascus Document in which we are interested forms part of a section (CD 2:14-6:1) that has been labeled by J. Murphy-O'Connor as "an Essene Missionary Document." 77 This section seems to have existed independently at one time, before it became part of the conflated text that we know today. It is an admonition or exhortation addressed to Palestinian Jews who were not members of the Essene community. 78 It seeks to explain God's attitude toward mankind as revealed in history, to extol the role of the privileged remnant to which the writer belonged (the community of the New Covenant [cf. Jer 31:31; CD 6:19]), and to hold out both a promise and a threat to Jews to consider joining the community. The warning is part of the immediately Of the three nets of Belial in which Israel is said to be ensnared, only two are explained: "unchastity" (hazzënût) and "defilement of the sanctuary" (tammë' hammiqdâS); the net of "wealth" (hahôn), is completely passed over, although it seems to be an allusion to Dt 17:17b. Moreover, two instances of zënût are given: (a) "by taking two wives in their lifetime" (4:20-21-the controverted clause, to which I shall return); and (ò) "and they take (as wives), each one (of them), the daughter of his brother, and the daughter of his sister" (5:7-8). These two instances explain the word bstym, "in two ways," of 4:20. C. Rabin was apparently the first commentator to notice the relevance of this word and the relation that it has to the rest of the text. 80 In more recent times he has been followed by others in what is almost certainly the correct understanding of the text.
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The explanations of the two nets are accompanied by OT passages which cite the prohibitions of the conduct characteristic of the current orthodoxy in Israel which has disregarded them. The "defilement of the sanctuary" is explained by the failure to avoid intercourse with the woman considered unclean in Lv 15:19. The two forms of "unchastity" are likewise illustrated by OT passages: (a) "the taking of two wives in their lifetime" is seen to be contravening Gn 1:27, 7:9, and Dt 17:17-but note that this is now extended from the "king" of Dt 17:14 to the "prince" (nasi 9 , i.e., nè'sï kol hä'edäh, "the prince of the whole congregation" [CD 7:20] 82 ); (6) the taking as wives "the daughter of his brother, and the daughter of his sister" is seen to be a contravention of Lv 18:13. Now two things above all are to be noted in this text. First, the controverted meaning of the first form of zënût: "taking two wives in their lifetime" (laqafaat sëtê nasïm bëhayy ehern). The text is controverted because the pronominal suffix -hem on the word for "lifetime" is masculine, and ever since S. Schechter first published the text of the Damascus Document the meaning of the clause has been debated. 86 It was to offset the third interpretation that Y. Yadin published the few lines of the Temple Scroll that I have cited above. The last line of it makes it perfectly clear that "if she dies, he shall take for himself another (wife)." Consequently, a second marriage after the death of the first wife was not forbidden; hence a prohibition of this should not be read into CD 4:21.
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But the writers who defend the second interpretation usually point out that the suffix on "lifetime" should be feminine if divorce were being proscribed (i.e., "in their [feminine] lifetime"); the same argument, however, has b.een used against the interpretation that it refers merely to polygamy. But now that HQTemple 57:17-19 speaks out clearly not only against polygamy but also against divorce, the most natural interpretation of CD 4:20-21 is that the masculine pronominal suffix is used to refer to both the man and the woman who are joined in marriage. This is the normal way that one would express such a reference in Hebrew to the two sexes.
88 Hence the first form of zënût should be understood here as an ensnarement in either polygamy or divorce-"by taking two wives in their lifetime," i.e., while both the man and the women are alive, or by simultaneous or successive polygamy. The text from the Temple Scroll is thus seen to support the first (or majority) interpretation of CD 4:19-21.
Second, the controversy that has surrounded the interpretation of the first form of zënût has normally obscured the recognition that in this text we have a clear instance of marriage with degrees of kinship proscribed by Lv 18:13 being labeled as zënût. In the OT zënût is used both of harlotry (e.g., Jer 3:2, 9; Ez 23:27) and of idolatrous infidelity (Nm 14:33) . In the LXX it is translated by porneia (e.g., Jer 3:2, 9). Whatever one might want to say about the nuances of the word zënût in the OT, it is clear that among the Jews who produced the Damascus Document the word had taken on further specific nuances, so that polygamy, divorce, and marriage within forbidden degrees of kinship could be referred to as zënût. Thus, in CD 4:20 and 5:8-11 we have "missing-link" evidence for a specific understanding of zënût as a term for marriage within forbidden degrees of kinship or for incestuous marriage; this is a specific understanding that is found among Palestinian Jews of the first century B.C. and A.D.
CONSEQUENCES FOR THE MARCAN AND MATTHEAN PASSAGES
Now if the interpretation of these two Qumran passages just discussed is correct, two further important conclusions may be drawn from them.
First, there is clear first-century Palestinian support for an interpretation of porneia in Mt 5:32 and 19:9 in the specific sense of zënût as an illicit marital union between persons of close kinship. Matthew, therefore, would be making an exception for such marital situations for Gentile Christians who were living in a mixed community with Jewish Christians still observing Mosaic regulations. As we have already noted, this interpretation oí porneia is not new, but the evidence that was often used in the past to support it came from rabbinic literature of a considerably later period. 89 The fact that such a meaning of zënût is also found in that literature merely strengthens the data presented here, because it would show that the understanding was not confined to the Essene type of Judaism.
Secondly, the prohibition of divorce by the Qumran community would show that there were at least some Jews in first-century Palestine who did proscribe it. Several writers have pointed out that at least some Qaraites of later centuries prohibited divorce; and the relation of the medieval Qaraites to the Essenes of Qumran is a matter of no little interest and research. 90 Though we do not know how such an attitude Pharisees? The Qumran evidence supplies at least an intelligible matrix for the question as posed in Mark, and the priority of the Marcan passage over the Matthean is not an impossible position. The form of the question as it is found in Mt 19:3 ("Is it lawful to divorce one's wife for any cause?") represents merely that Evangelist's reformulation of the question in terms of an inner-Pharisaic dispute, between the schools of Hillel and Shammai, perhaps even reflecting a church-synagogue controversy otherwise manifest in the first Gospel. Now if there is any validity to the interpretation of these divorce texts in the light of the Qumran material, we see that it does not support the position that the pronouncement-story and the dominical saying, as they are found in Mt 19, represent a more primitive form than that in Mk 10. In my opinion, it merely serves to accord to the Two-Source Theory its merited place as the most plausible solution to the Synoptic Problem.
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THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
But there are further implications in all of this-implications for the present-day debate about divorce; for the process of Gospel composition, as we are aware of it today, reveals that the prohibition of divorce which is recorded in the NT writings has gone through various stages of development. On the basis of form criticism and redaction criticism it is possible to isolate two sayings about divorce that may plausibly be regarded as traceable to Jesus himself: "What therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder" (the pronouncement, Mk 10:9, Mt 19:6) and "Everyone who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery, and he who marries a divorced woman commits adultery" (the dominical saying, best preserved in Lk 16:18a-b). The Marcan additional material (10:12a-b), the Matthean exceptive phrases (5:32b, 19:9b), and even the Pauline formulation of the prohibition from the standpoint of the woman (1 Cor 7:10c-if choristhênai really = intransitive "separate" [see above]) are seen to be developments best explained in terms of the contexts in which the prohibition was repeated.
The Matthean exceptive phrases are particularly of interest. Though they scarcely make adultery a basis for divorce between Christians, as we have argued above, the exception for an illicit union (or for a marital situation that should not have been entered into to begin with) may be said not to render the prohibition of divorce less absolute.
What is striking in the modern study of the Gospels and of the divorce passages in particular is the number of commentators who trace back to Jesus in some form or other a prohibition of divorce, and usually in an absolute form. If the sort of analysis in which I have engaged above has any validity, it leads one to the conclusion of the absolute prohibition of it as coming from Jesus himself. When one hears today of commentators analyzing Gospel texts with the principles of form cirticism or redaction criticism, one more or less expects to learn from them some more radical or even "liberating" interpretation. But in this case it has not worked that way. Judged form-critically, the NT divorce texts yield as the most primitive form of the prohibition one that is absolute or unqualified.
For modern Christians who are inclined to identify as normative for Christian life and faith only that which Jesus said or did, this logion on divorce would have to be understood absolutely. But a form of fundamentalism would thus be associated with it-not the usual fundamentalism of the biblical text, but an even more naive sort which surrounds what he might be imagined to have said or done. And that raises the further problem about "which Jesus" stands behind that norm. But in reality the norm for Christian life and conduct cannot be other than the historical Jesus in tandem with the diverse pictures of him in the NT writings. 95 Yet that diversity has to be respected with all its complexity, and the NT tradition about the prohibition of divorce is a good example of the complexity, since we have not only the attestation of an absolute prohibition (e.g., in Paul, Luke, Mark) but also the exceptive phrases in Matthew, the Marcan modification of the prohibition with respect to the woman, and the further exception that is introduced by Paul in 1 Cor 7:15, permitting the Christian "brother or sister" to marry after being divorced by an "unbelieving partner." Even though these exceptions do not stem from Jesus of Nazareth himself-and Paul explicitly stresses that in 7:12-they do stand in the inspired writings of the NT, in the inspired portraits of Jesus enshrined there. They may not have the authority of ipsissima verba Iesu, but they do have the authority of Scripture. Now these exceptions and modifications, being found in such an inspired record of early Christianity's reaction to Jesus, raise the crucial question: If Matthew under inspiration could have been moved to add an exceptive phrase to the saying of Jesus about divorce that he found in an absolute form in either his Marcan source or in "Q," or if Paul likewise under inspiration could introduce into his writing an exception on his own authority, then why cannot the Spirit-guided institutional Church of a later generation make a similar exception in view of problems confronting Christian married life of its day or so-called broken marriages (not really envisaged in the NT)-as it has done in some situations. 96 The question here is whether one looks solely at the absolute prohibition, traceable to Jesus, or at "the process of understanding and adaptation" which is in the NT itself and "with which the modern Church can identify only by entering into the process and furthering it." 97 Because one of the Matthean divorce texts (5:31-32) is found in the Sermon on the Mount, that saying has often been subjected to an interpretation to which the Sermon as a whole has also been submitted. Thus, we are told that the prohibition of divorce in the NT is proposed as an ideal toward which Christians are asked to strive, when in reality it is realized that it is not always achieved. "Jesus established a moral ideal, a counsel, without constituting it a legal norm." 98 This, of course, is an ingenious solution. But it is substantiated only by means of a certain exposition of the Sermon on the Mount as a whole that once had some vogue. The history of the exegesis of that Sermon has run through an entire gamut of interpretations, and one of them is the Theory of the Impossible Ideal-a blueprint for utopia. 99 And the question has always been whether that theory measures up to the radical program of Christian morality proposed by the Matthean Jesus. Alas, it appears to be as ephemeral as many of the others. This means that distinctions of this sort between "ideal" and "legal norm," born of considerations extrinsic to the texts themselves, stand little chance of carrying
